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REVEREND SIR, 


I THhINR myſelf honoured by the printed letter 
which you have addreſſed to me. It is the perform- 
ance of a Gentleman, a Scholar and a Chriſtian : 
and therefore I am ſo far from complaining of it 
that I ſhould have been much pleaſed if you had 
not confined yourſelf within ſo narrow limits, but 

had choſen to diſcuſs the juſtneſs of more of my 

principles, the weight of more of my objections, 
and the truth of more of my interpretations. It 
is probable, that by a fuller diſcuſſion much light 
would be thrown on ſeveral important ſubjects ; 
and I hope, that the preſent diſcuſſion, limited as 
it is, will not be without it's uſe. | 

Although I differed from Biſhop Lowth on 
ſome theological ſubjects of importance, yet I was 
not indiſpoſed toward him on that account, having 
the higheſt. opinion of his abilities and integrity. 
I have acknowledged, that his work hath great 

A 2 merit, 
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merit, and, as you candidly admit, have generally 
ſpoken of him in reſpectful terms. You obſerve 
however, that I expreſs myſelf in pretty ſtrong 
terms when I ſay, That the miſtakes and defefs in 
his work are very numerous and very important, and 
that he appears to me defective in one point of ſin- 
gular importance, in reſpect to the paſſages cited in 
the New Teſtament from the Prophet. If the miſ- 
takes and defects in the Biſhop's work be as 
numerous and as important as I have endeavoured 
to prove them to be, I ſee no impropriety, Sir, 
in uſing the terms to which you object; for 1 
cannot perſuade myſelf to compliment any writer 
or any man, however highly I may eſteem him, 
at the expence of truth : Amicus Socrates, amicus 


Plato; ſed magis amica veritas. 


As to the paſſages cited in the New Teſtament 
from the Prophet, it may be obſerved, that they 
amount to forty eight, forty four of which are 
inſerted in Dr. Randolph's Collection of Prophe- 
cies and other Texts cited in the New Teſtament, 
and to theſe are to be added If. xx11. 22. cited in 
Rev. ili. 7. and If. Ivi. 7. cited in Matt. xxi. 13. 
Mark xi. 17. and Luke xix. 46. and alſo the 
paſſages cited in Matt. xiti. 35. and Mark i. 2, 
which are certainly taken from Iſaiah.“ Many 

more 


* See Dr. Kennicott's Diff, Gen. Sect. 84, 8. and my 
notes in the margin of Iſaiah p. 103——105. 
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more than the half of theſe paſſages are cited with 
great exactneſs: and this circumſtance alone would 
naturally induce a tranſlator of Iſaiah to inquire, 
whether the others were not originally made with 
the ſame exactneſs. Biſhop Lowth however, as I 
have obſerved in my Preface and in the note on 
xi. 10, ſeems not to have beſtowed much atten- 
tion on the difference ſubſiſting between the Old 
and New Teſtaments in reſpect to the paſſages 
cited from the former in the latter, although the 
honour of the writers of the New Teſtament is 
materially concerned in the diſcovery of a ſatiſ- 
factory method of accounting for it ; and you are 
pleaſed to offer to the Public a vindication of this 
part of his conduct. Inſtead of thinking it, 
you ſay in p. 3, the province of a tranſlator to 
make the text before him conform at all events to 
the citations, both in words. and meaning, he 
probably judged it proper to go on tranllating in 
one uniform manner, following the ſenſe and con- 
nection of his author, calling in the aids of criti- 
ciſm to render paſſages more perſpicuous, more 
conſiſtent with the context, and, where it might 
be, more reconcileable with theſe citations; but 
not to force ſuch reconciliation by uſing violence, 
either in departing from the obvious ſenſe of the 
original, or in exceeding the bounds of ſober cri- 
ticiſm in altering the text.” If you have rightly 
ſtated the grounds of the Biſhop's conduct, I muſt 
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ſay, that I am as far as he could be from thinking 
it the province of a tranſlator to make the text 
before him conform at all events to the citations, 
both in words and meaning, or to force a recon- 
ciliation by uſing violence in the manner deſcribed 
by you ; but that I think him blameable on many 
occaſions for not calling in thoſe aids of criticiſm 
which were within his reach, and which, in the 
moſt ſatisfactory manner, would have rendered 
paſſages more perſpicuous, more conſiſtent with 
the context, and more reconcileable with the cita- 
tions. | 

„The difficulties, you ſay in p. 4, attending 
many of theſe citations in the New Teſtament, 
it was not his immediate province, as a tranſlator ' 
of Ifaiah, to reſolve.” Whether it was his imme- 
diate province, as ſuch tranſlator, to reſolve thoſe 
difficulties or not, I will not take upon myſelf to 
determine ; but certain I am, that it was not un- 


reaſonable to expect a Chriſtian Biſhop of diſtin- 


guiſhed learning and abilities, who undertook the 
office of tranſlating Iſaiah, to give more attention 
to the ſubject than he appears to have given to it: 
for although, as you add, © the ſubje& has been 
conſidered by moſt of the eminent commentators 
on the New Teſtament, and the moſt judicious of 
them, ſuch as Grotius, Hammond and Clarke, 
allow, that many of theſe paſſages are not cited 
in the ſenſe which they - bore, and according to 

| which 
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waich they were underſtood in the original author; 
that they are often uſed by way of accommoda- 
tion; and that when the words of ſome Prophet of 
the Old Teſtament are ſaid to be fulfilled, the 
expreſſion muſt not always be taken ſtrictly, as if 
a prediction relating immediately and ſolely to the 
event in queſtion were then accompliſhed ;” yet 
it ought to be remembered, that Biſhop Lowth 
enjoyed important advantages which thoſe eminent 
commentators wanted. It is probable, that the 
learned men whom you mention, and to whom 
you refer, went too far in their conceſſions; but 
certainly it reflects leſs diſhonour on the Evan- 
geliſts and Apoſtles to admit, that they miſinter- 
preted the Old Teſtament than that they mate- 
rially miſcited it; in other words, that they were 
deficient in judgment rather than in honeſty.* 
Nam, faith Dr. Kennicott in his Diff. Gen. 
Sect. 63, quanquam facile concedimus, hos ſacros 
ſeriptores ſuam nonnunquam ſententiam protuliſſe, 
in verbis ex V. T. deſumptis neque ad amuſſim 
exactis; quando vel ad dictum aliquod tantum 
alludebant, vel citationem ſuam propoſito alicui, 
diverſo ab eo quod auctor in animo habuerat, 
accommodabant: nemo tamen, cui curæ cordique 
eſt ſcriptorum 9tonviurw auctoritas, facile con- 
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n 
cedet, ILLos EX Mosk Aur ISATIA citasst 1D 
QUOD-/ NON sceRIPSBERAT Moss AUT ISAIAs.“ 

The only paſſages noticed by you (ſee p. 26. 
29.) in which 1 have altered the Hebrew in 
order to reconcile the citations in the New Teſta- 
ment with the original are If. li. 15. and liu, 8. 
and on them I will here make ſome few obſer- 


| vations in addition to thoſe contained in the Pre- 


face and Notes. As to the firſt of them, you 
remark that the Biſhop has tranſlated the text 


as he found it; in which there was nothing 


obſcure, nothing inconſiſtent with the context and 
nothing that on the face of it required alteration ;” 


and as to the other, you tell me, that the begin- 


ning of ver. 8. is difficult; but that if I tranſlate 


in his humiliation, to make it agree with Acts viu. 


33, I muſt alter ya, for that word does not 
ſignify humiliation. The verſion of the Lxx, 
which I have followed, is in both inſtances more 
ſuitable to the context than the preſent Hebrew, 
which the Biſhop follows; and as the verſion of 
the Lxx is ſupported by the New Teſtament and 
other authorities, as ſlight alterations only are 
neceſſary to make the Hebrew and Greek agree, 
and as it is now certain not only that there are num- 
berleſs miſtakes in the Hebrew Bible, but alſo 
that the Greek and other ancient verſions are con- 
firmed in many important variations from the 
preſent text by Hebrew MSS, it ſeems to me, 


that 


es 


that I exceed not the bounds of ſober criticiſm 
by departing from the text on theſe occaſions. I 
have indeed the authority of Biſhop Lowth in 
ſome ſimilar: caſes ; for in If. vi. 10. xxix. 13. xl. 
5. 6. and lix. 20. he follows the Lxx, confirmed 
by the New Teſtament, againſt the authority of 
the text and all the Hebrew MSS. 

«© When, you ſay in p. 6, the writers of the 
New Teſtament have cited paſſages of Greek 
tranſlations, expreſſing a text aifferent from that 
in the preſent Hebrew, ſuch differences are not, 
I preſume, to be received, or the text made to 
comply with them on that authority only, without 
farther examination.” Common-ſenſe will ſatisfy 
us, that in ſuch caſes we ought not implicitly to 
follow the Greek tranſlations ; but that we ſhould 
form our judgments on an impartial review of all 
the evidence which can be produced, 

The notion of a double ſenſe of Prophecies, 
for which Biſhop Lowth was a zealous advocate, 
and which, as you declare in p. 6, appears to you 
to be well founded, I think to be deſtitute of all 
proper ſupport; but as you decline the diſcuſſion 
of the ſubject, it is unneceſſary for me at preſent 
to make any addition to what I have offered upon 
It in the notes on chap. xl. 

Although Biſhop Lowth, as you obſerve in p. 8. 
&c. and as I allow in my Preface, ſets a high 
value on the verſion of Iſaiah by the Lxx, yet I 


had 
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had abundant reaſon for thinking it too much 
undervalued by him; becauſe he hath neglected 
to avail himſelf of the aſſiſtance offered by it on 
many important occaſions, and indeed in many 
places where it is confirmed, in part at leaſt, by 
Hebrew MSS ſtill remaining. My notes afford 
a great number of the moſt deciſive proofs of 
theſe points. See eſpecially the notes on chapters 
ili. v. vi. xi. XIV. xxix. xl. xlv. xlix. li. Iii. lin. bv. 
Ivii. Ixiii. and Ixvi. 

Whether a tranſlation of Iſaiah ſhould be ar- 
ranged in lines as poetry, is a queſtion on which 
different opinions are entertained by the learned. 
The reaſons which I have given for purſuing a 
method different from Biſhop Lowth's appeared 
to me to be deciſive on the ſubject; and nothing 
urged by you in oppoſition to them is of force 
ſufficient to overturn, or even to weaken them. 
You aſk in p. 12, © Should we read Horace and 
Virgil, where-the verſes are indubitably determined 
by meaſure, and hardly at all by the ſenſe as in 
the Hebrew, if they were printed without diſtinc- 
tion of lines, in a page uniformly filled up like 
one of Cicero or Livy?” This queſtion applies 
not to the point; becauſe the writings of Horace 
and Virgil are poetry, which a verbal tranſlation 
of Iſaiah cannot be. Your queſtion is eaſily an- 
ſwered by aſking another; Would not a profaic 
tranſlation of Horace and Virgil into Engliſh 

printed 
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printed in lines correſponding to the originals be 
abſurd and ridiculous ? 

Having made ſuch obſervations as have oc- 
curred to me on the firft part of your letter, 1 
will now ſubmit to your conſideration ſome re- 
marks on your exceptions to. my tranſlation of 
three very important paſſages of the Prophet, 
chap, vii. T0—=17. ix. 6, 7. and In. 13—liii. 
12. 
The firſt of them is, as you obſerve in p. 14, 
attended with great difficulties, and interpreters of 
courſe adopt different interpretations or explana- 
tions of it. 1 have given that interpretation which 
appears to me, for the reaſons offered in the notes, 
to be the moſt prohable; but I am far from 
thinking it liable to no objections. As you de- 
clare, that you mean not to enter into a diſcuſſion 
of the different interpretations or explanations of 
the paſſage, nor to ſay, which of them on the 
whole appears to you moſt probable and free from 
exception, it cannot be neceſſary for me to enlarge 
much on the fubje&t. I have ſtated the reaſons 
on which I ground my opinion, and am willing to 
leave them to the judgment of the reader. 

You expreſs ſome ſurprize at my rejection of 
the word virgin (wa); in the Lxx), which I had 
admitted in my ſpecimen, and which Kennicott 
thought that he had proved in the notes on his 
ſermon to be the meaning appropriated to m>by. 
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This, you ſay, ſtrikes you, becauſe it ſcems in- 
conſiſtent with my own principles, as I profeſs to 
think, that every paſſage in the Prophet ſhould be 
made conformable to the citation of it in the 
New Teſtament, and that the ſenſe expreſſed by 
the Lxx is intitled to peculiar regard. I well 
know, that Dr. Kennicott attempted to prove, 
and that, in his own opinion, he hath proved the 
word my to be the proper Hebrew word for a 
virgin; but I alſo know, that there 1s great rea- 
fon to doubt, whether he hath ſucceeded in this 
attempt, the word den, which occurs much 
more frequently, being, as it ſeems, the proper 
word for à virgin.“ In a queſtion involved in fo 
much obſcurity, and about which the learned are 
fo much divided, I cannot think it any diſgrace to 
avow a change of ſentiment ; and although the 
verſion of the Lxx appears to me to be intitled to 
peculiar regard, yet I have never profeſſed to 
think the ſenſe expreſſed in it to be always right. 
It is certain, that on ſeveral occaſions it gives a 
wrong tranſlation ; and as da ſeems to be the 
proper word for a virgin, and as the other Greek 
Interpreters Aquila, Theodotion and Symmachus, 
who were men of learning and competent judges, 
here uſe the word v:av;, it is probable, that the 
authors of, the L have been guilty of miſ- 


tranſlating 


* Scea Critical Diſſertation en Iſaiah vii. 13, 24, 15, 16. 
publiſhed in 1767. p. 19—31. 
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tranſlating in this place; in which and in one 
other place oni'y, Gen. xxiv. 43, they uſe the 
word ragbevos in rendering the word dy, whereas 
they uſe it in rendering the word d n in a mul- 
titude of places, as you may ſee in Trommius: 
and if, for the reaſons urged by Dr. Prieſtley and 
others, the two firſt chapters of St. Matthew's 
Goſpel ought not to be conſidered as a genuine 
part of the New Teſtament, we ſhall be relieved 
from the neceſſity of endeavouring to make'the 
paſſage in the prophet conformable to the cita- 
tion now found in a part of the New Teſtament, 
which, on that ſuppoſition, is not authentic. If 
the evidence for this purpoſe be, as J ſtrongly 
incline to think that it is, ſufficient, the difficulties 
in reſpect to the citations in the New Teſtament 
from the Old will be greatly leſſened. You tell 
me, that conſidering my inclination to this opi- 
nion, you rather wonder, that I ſhould apply the 
paſſage to Chriſt at all. In my note J have given 
the reaſons which influence my judgment on this 
occaſion, and which you have not attempted to 
controvert. Theſe reaſons {till appear to me to 
have great weight; and I will now add, that it 
may deſerve to be conſidered, whether the author 
of the-chapters ſuppoſed to be interpolated, know- 
ing that the original prophecy relates to the Meſſiah, 
might not take occaſion from the miſtranſlation of 

the 
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the Lx to introduce the ſtory of hy miraculous 
conception. 

1 cannot ſee how the Biſhop's tranſlation, by 
whoſe two kings thou art diſtreſſed, which appears 
to you unqueſtionably right, can be ſupported. 
The true tranſlation ſeems to be that which I have 
given, or the land which thou [o Ahaz] vexeſt 
(that is, the land of Judah which thou vexeſt by 
thy idolatry and wickedneſs) ſhall be forſaken by 
both the kings. See Mann's Diſſertatio prior de 
vero anno natali Chriſti. p. 5r. and the Critical 
Diſſertation before mentioned. p. 34. 

The ſecond of the three paſſages which you 
have particularly conſidered is chap. ix. 5, 6. You 
tell me in p. 15, that the ſtriking circumſtance in 
my tranſlation 1s my alteration of n= 5x yyv N, 
Wonder ful, Counſellor, Mighty God, into nia ney x0, 
the Meſſenger of the great deſign, and that to 
juſtiſy the alteration of the text in a paſſage of great 
importance the ſtrongeſt critical reaſons ſeem re- 
quiſite. I agree, Sir, that in ſuch a caſe the 
ſtrongeſt critical reaſons ought to be required; and 
it ſeems to me, that on this occaſion the ſtrongeſt + 
critical reaſons have been given. We have the 
authority of the Lxx, Old Latin and Arabic, and, 
if credit may be given to Bos, of one Syriac 
MS at leaſt, and alſo of the Greek and Latin 
writers in general. You ſeem to admit the letters 
of the two firſt words of the two readings to be 


the 
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the ſame or ſimilar; but you contend, that thoſe of 
the third and fourth words of the text and of the 
third of the alteration have no more reſemblance 
than any others taken at random. The caſe would 
be more exactly ſtated by ſaying, that the eight 
firſt letters of the text and the ſeven firſt letters of 
the alteration are the ſame or ſimilar, and that three 
of the remaining five letters of each reading are 
the ſame, and alſo that another of the letters of the 
text is often not eaſily diſtinguiſhable from 7 another 
of the letters of the alteration. You will be 
pleaſed, Sir, to recollect here what I have before 
obſerved of the frequency of miſtakes in the 
Hebrew Bible, and of the authority given to the 
ancient verſions by Hebrew MSS. 

You object, that the phraſe, Meſſenger of the 
counſel or defign, occurs in no other part of the 
Bible, and that great is never joined with counſel; 
but ſurely you cannot imagine, that in theſe ob- 
jections there is any weight. Will you contend, 
that the phraſe, Meſſenger of the Covenant, in 
Mal. iii. 1. is improper or not genuine, becauſe it 
occurs in no other part of the Bible? Or can you 
ſeriouſly think, that the phraſe a great deſign, or 
a great ſcheme, might not be uſed with propriety 
in every language ſpoken by the ſons of Adam ? 

You next proceed to conſider, whether the 
authority of the old verſions be ſuch, as to juſtify 
my alteration of ſo important a paſſage ; and hav- 
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ing ſtated and compared the renderings of the Lxx 
in the Vatican, Alexandrian, Aldine and Com- 
plutenſe copies, and of Symmachus, Aquila, 
Theodotion, Vulgate, Chaldee, Syriac and Arabic, 
you aſæ, What concluſion can poſſibly be drawn 
from the compariſon of theſe verſions, but that 
the words in queſtion certainly ſtood in the text ?” 
And you. immediately add, If it were to be 
altered on the authority of verſions, it ſhould ſeem, 
that the additional words of the Greek interpreters 
ſhould be admitted, rather than any of the preſent 
changed. But this mode of alteration you would 
perhaps not approve.” This mode of alteration 
ſeems to me not to deſerve any attention. If you 
adopt it, you may alſo admit the additional words 
at the end of the verſe, at v tenvuy £76: Tus 
GX OVTHS Kok VYHEIGY GeUTW, which are manifeſtly 
another verſion of ſome of the preſent Hebrew 
words a little altered. (See Cappel. C.S. p. 246, 
247. and Sykes on Heb. ii. 5.) It is certain, that 
the remaining Greek copies have in many places a 
double verſion, and the words about which we are 
contending ought, I doubt not, to be reckoned 
in the number. Dr. Grabe, as cited in Kennicott's 
State of the Hebrew Text, (ii. p. 403.) is poſitive, 
that the genuine verſion of the Lxx is, Kai xaxuras 
To ovojuce ery, Miyanns EA ayytAc;* agw vYap ele nv na 
ems rug apxorus 3 and he declares his opinion to be, 
that the words which you are ſo unwilling to give 


op 
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tip are another tranſlation of the Hebrew words 
ſomewhat altered, which the Lxx have rendered; 
The Meſſenger of the great deſign. In anſwer to 
| your queſtion, it 1s ſuffictenit to ſay, that the ſtrong 
evidence which I have offered in favour of the 
reading followed by me cannot fo eaſily be over- 
turned; and that it muſt be left to every impartial 
inquirer to judge for himſelf on a compariſon of 
the evidence produced on the one fide and the 
other. | 
As however it may be uſeful to narrow the queſ- 
tion, I will obſerve, that the great point in diſpute 
between Unitarian and Trinitarian Chriſtians is, 
whether the word de, God, as a name or title of 
the Meſſiah, be or be not genuine, and I will en- 
deavour to ſtate with the utmoſt fairneſs the 
evidence on both ſides of the queſtion. In favour 
of the reading in the Hebrew Bible you remark in 
Þ.'21, that the word 5 appears in the Aldine and 
Complutenſe editions of the Lxx,and in Vulg.Chald. 
Syr. and Arabic, and alſo that Theodoret obſerves, 
that Aquila maliciouſly tranſlated na ye8&we, which 
he found in the Hebrew, :ovpos Juvare;, On the 
other fide I ſay, that the word is not in the Vatican 
or Alexandrian MSS of the 1xx; nor, as the 
citations in Tertullian and Novatian ſeem to 
ſhew, in the Old Latin; nor in Aquila, Theodo- 
tion or Symmachus : and that although it is found 
in almoſt all the Collited Hebrew MSS, yet it is 
| omitted 
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omitted in one valuable MS No. 30 examined by 
Dr. Kennicott. The Chaldee Paraphraſt you 
reckon on your ſide, and you aſſert in p. 23, that 
he expreſſes the ſenſe of the paſſage by admirabilis 
confilii Deus, Vir permanens in æternum, Chriſtus, 
and that he directly applied theſe expreſſions , 
God, and "21, Man, to the Meſſiah by name; 
and in the margin you give the Chaldee words: 
but you muſt excuſe me, Sir, for ſaying, that you 
have given both the original and the tranſlation 
very imperfectly, the words which you cite being 
preceeded by p 1Þ in the original, and by @ 
facie in the tranſlation, If the words cited be 
taken in connection with the words omitted, they 
will appear in a very different light. In my note 
on the place I have given from the London Poly- 
glott the Latin tranſlation of the Chaldee thus, . Et 
vocabitur nomen ejus a facie admirabilis conſilii, 
Deus, vir permanens in æternum, Chriſtus, cujus 
pax multiplicabitur ſuper nos in diebus ejus,” and 
I took it for granted, that x. Deus, was applied 
to the Meſſiah ; but I believe now, that the Chaldee 
word ought to be tranſlated, as it certainly may 
be, Dei, not Deus, and that the true tranſlation in 
Engliſh is, And his name ſhall be called before God, 
who is wonderful in counſel, (or, before him who is | 
wonderful in counſel, even God,) The man who 
abideth for ever, the Chriſt, whoſe peace hall bg 
multiplied upon. us in his days. The words BT q, 

| a facie; 


1 


a facie, are tranſlated before in Dan. v. 19. vi. 26. 
and vil. 10, and the words dy xn, wonderful in 
counſel, are uſed in 11. xxviii. 29. as deſcriptive of 
God. If I have rightly underſtood the Chaldee 
Paraphraſt your aſſertion, that he directly applied 
the word God to the Meſſiah by name, is un- 
founded ; and the weight of his authority being 
taken from your ſide of the queſtion you will not, 
I hope, be ſo poſitive in determining, that the 
authorities preponderate deciſively on your fide, 
The third and laſt of the three paſſages which 
you have diſtinguiſhed by your, remarks is chap. 
Hi. 13 lin. 12; and I am happy in finding, 
that you nearly agtee with me in the ſpeakers 
aſſigned to this paſſage, and that the principal point 
in which we differ is as to the meaning of the 
words xw2 and 52d in the 4th, 11th, and 12th 
verſes ; with reſpect to the plain meaning of which 
you tell me in p, 26, 27, that if I look no farther 
than the author, which you preſume a faithful 
tranſlator ought not to do, nothing can be more 
certain; and you ſay in p. 28, with leſs candour 
than you uſually diſcover, that you have never 
ſeen plain words more ſtudioufly perverted from 
their obvious meaning. This canon of criticifin 
laid down by you, that a faithful tranflator of 
Haiah, or any other writer in the Old Teſtament, 
ought not to look beyond his author, 1s new to me, 
and manifeſtly oppoſeth the dictates of common- 
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ſenſe, which directs ſuch tranſlator to ſeek aſſiſt- 
ance wherever he can find it, and teacheth it tq 
be the duty of a Chriſtian critic to attend to the 
difference now ſubſiſting between the Old and New 
Teſtaments, and to endeavour, by all honeſt 
means, to render them conſiſtent. Thus thought 
the learned Dr. Kennicott, who in his Diſſ. Gen, 
Sect. 6 372 hath made important obſervations 
on this difference, and hath reſtored conſiſtency by 
making, on the cleareſt evidence, the Old Teſta- 
ment in many places conformable to the New. 
In the caſe now under conſideration no correction 
of the text is neceſſary, the only doubt being in 
reſpect to the true meaning of two Hebrew words; | 
and in aſcertaining their true meaning we may 
derive great aſſiſtance from the New Teſtament. 
The fourth verſe, in which both words occur, is 


cited in Matt. vin. 17. as a prophecy of the cures 


performed by Chriſt on certain diſeaſed perſons, 


and unleſs the true tranſlation of it be, Our infir- 


mities he took away, and our ſickneſſes he removed, the 
citation is not in the leaſt degree to the purpoſe of 
the Evangeliſt. Is it not the duty of a Chriſtian 
engaged in tranſlating Ifaiah to inquire, whether 
this paſſage, which is cited as a prophecy deſcribing 
one branch of the Meſſiah's character, be cited in 
it's true ſenſe ? It ſeems to me, that he would 
fail to diſcharge his duty, if he ſhould neglect to 
make 88 ien The following reaſons will, 
I think, 
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I think, evince, that the Evangeliſt hath not mif; 
applied the words of the Prophet. 

1. The true tranſlation of 1:57: is our inſirmities; 
and although in the verſion of the Lxx, as we now 
have it, it is rendered our fins, yet we have very 
ſtrong evidence, that their original tranſlation was 
agreeable to St. Matthew's citation. See Dr. 
Kennicott's Diſſ. Gen. Sect. 79. and my note. 

2. As the word xw3 ſignifies in many places 0 
take away, and is often ſo rendered in the Engliſh 
Bible, it muſt here be underſtood i in that ſenſe ; 
becauſe nothing can be more certain, as Dr. 
Kennicott obſerves, than that when Chriſt cured 
lepers and paralytics, he did not take their diſeaſes 
upon himſelf. See Taylor Concord. and Scrip- 
ture- doctrine of Atonement. p. 30—32. 

3. Dr. Kennicott ſeems to contend, that the 
Hebrew word ='282D, and the Greek word vo, 
by which the Hebrew word is expreſſed in Matt. 
viii. 17, ſignify only the diſeaſes of the mind; but 
it is certain, that they allo ſignify bodily diſorders. 
See my = 

4. If thoſe words ought to be underſtood as 
roniing bodily diſorders, the word 52D muſt be 
conſidered as ſynonymous to NW. In favour of 
this ſenſe it is to be obſerved, that the word by 
which it is rendered in St. Matthew, «65a, is 
a proper word, as Wetſtein proves from Hippo 

Cate, for expreting the cure of diſeaſes, and 


that 


/ 
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that the Lxx underſtand the word in the ſenſe of 
bearing away in xlvi. 4. % avarnbopas xa cwomw 
vans, I will bear you away, and will ſave you, and 
alſo in liii. 11. * ra Eph t&PTIOS GUTWY GUTOS GVOLCES, 
and their iniquities be ſhall bear away. 

If you will ſtill inſiſt, that I am guilty of ſtudi- 
ouſly perverting two plain words from their ob- 
vious meaning, you muſt involve in the ſame 
guilt St. Matthew, and many of the moſt learned 
men of ancient and modern times, and among 
them ſome of the firſt tranſlators of the Bible into 
Engliſh, and indeed, in ſome degree, the authors 
of our preſent Engliſh Bible, who in Ho. xiv. 2. 
render the words dy x take away iniquity, and 
in many other places underſtand the word xw3 as 
ſignifying to take away. See my notes, Kennicott's 
Dif, Gen. Sect 79. and p. 45. not. a, and Taylor 
on Atonement. p. 26—— 35. 

You ſeem, Sir, to be particularly offended at 
the reflection on the Biſhop contained in my fourth 
note on the 11th verſe, as you cite it twice in p. 30 
and 35. I was ſo well ſatisfied, that the laſt ſentence 
ought to be rendered and their iniquities he ſhall 
bear away, agreeably to the Lxx and other ancient 
verſions, and alſo the verſion of Coverdale in 
1550, that I was ſtruck with aſtoniſhment at the 
tranſlation given by the Biſhop, rox THE punisH- 

MENT OF THEIR INIQUITIES HE SHALL BEAR. 
This ſentiment I thought to be diſhonourable to 
God, 
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God, who by the Prophet Iſaiah in lv. 7. hath 
declared his readineſs to receive and forgive a 
penitent ſinner : Let the wicked for/ake his way and 
the unrighteous man his thoughts; and let him return 
to Jenovan, for he will receive bim with com- 
paſſion; and to his God, for he aboundeth in forgive- 
neſs : and being of this opinion, I could not for- 
bear to ſay, That the Biſhop appeared on that, 
and indeed on many other occaſions, to have been 
miſled by early prejudices, and an undue attach- 
ment to eſtabliſhed ſyſtems, referring to my notes 
on vi. I. xiii. 21. (miſprinted 15.) and Ixvi. 24. 
In theſe notes I have animadverted upon ſome 
great miſtakes of the learned Biſhop; and as to 
the laſt of theſe references, you ſeem to admit the 
charge contained in it. With reſpect to the ſecond 
of them, you take advantage of the typographical 
miſtake in the number of the verſe, and content 
yourſelf with obſerving, that I have no. note on 
the place; and with reſpect to the other reference, 
you forbear to enter into the merits of the queſtion. 
I will now beg you alſo to attend to my note on 
xxxv. 8. and my third note on xl. 2. 

In one of the places in which you cite thoſe 
| offenſive words you tell me, that you cannot help 
ſmiling at them; and you obſerve it to be certain, 
that ſuch prejudices and attachments do not belong 
excluſively to the divines of an eſtabliſhed church. 
E ſhall not diſpute the juſtneſs of this obſervation. 

We 
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We ate all liable to the influence of prejudices and 
attachments; and we ought to guard, as much as 
it is poſſible, againſt being miſled by them. It 
cannot be doubted however but that the members 
of an eſtabliſhed church, which hath great tem- 
poral emoluments to beſtow, are expoſed to 
ſtronger temptations than other men are to turn 
aſide from the direct path into ſome favourite track, 
and to proſtitute their learning and abilities in 
ſupport of opinions which muſt be defended at all 
hazards, merely ' becauſe they have been once 
eſtabliſhed. Examples of this kind frequently 
occur; and I aſſure you, Sir, that whenever 1 
obſerve them, I am more diſpoſed to grieve than to 
ſmile. 

You conclude in p. 31 your remarks on this 
prophecy, as it ſtands in my tranſlation, with ex- 
prefling your diſapprobation of inſerting in ver. 10. 
the firſt verſe (you ſhould rather ſay the firſt and 
ſecond verſes and part of the third verſe) of chap. 
Ivii. “ Kennicott, you ſay, may be right in think- 
ing it miſplaced where it now is; but does it follow, 
| that this js the proper place for it?” If Kennicott 
be right in thinking it miſplaced, I ſhall think the 
place in which I have inſerted it to be it's proper 
place *till another more proper ſhall be found 
for it. 5 

I have thought it right to make this reply to the 
letter with which you have hdnoured me; and 1 

| hope, 


Sh 
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hope, that on reconſidering the ſubject you will 

not think me too preſumptuous in aſſerting, That 
the miſtakes and defects in the Biſnop's work are 

very numerous and very important, and that he is 
particularly defective in one point, which appears 
to me to be of ſingular importance; in reſpect to 
the paſſages cited in the New Teſtament from the 
Prophet. I cannot perceive, that by your letter 

you have ſhewn the number of his miſtakes and 
defects to be leſs than I had ſuppoſed them to be; 
and I have it now in my power to make ſome con- 
ſiderable additions to the liſt. 


I am, 
REVEREND SIR, 


Your obedient and humble Servant, 


M. DODSON. 


London, 
July 6, 1791. 
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